This is an interesting study with a well outlined process and study design. It is great to see that translation and external validity was considered when developing the intervention. The intervention appears to be very practice relevant and context specific.
The manuscript needs to be thoroughly reviewed to ensure it reads well. There are significant errors in the language and the switching between past and present tense, which needs to be corrected. The background does not contain a critique of the literature. There are no other physical activity in after school settings outlined in order to present the limitations of current studies, and position this study as addressing current limitations. The abstract should be revised to include this.
The methods for the primary outcome need much more detail. Please refer to the CONSORT statement and esure you mention and address the required steps.
The wear time protocol needs to be detailed along with if the accelerometer was worn only for the ASP or whole day. What is the primary outcome?? minutes MVPA, counts per minute?? this is very unclear.
In addition, the analysis section should include many more details.
The protocol and intervention study has been developed based on local context and a good example of how to use multiple methods to improve external validity of a study.
Section
Line Comment 
GENERAL COMMENTS
The authors present the study design for a cluster, randomized trial of physical activity (PA) support in after school programs (ASPs). While the paper is well written and effective in outlining the future trial, a few details are missing that would greatly strengthen the report. Specifically; -The literature review appears to be substantially lacking. As a result, the strategies to be utilized to increase PA opportunities and youth MVPA aren't clear or justified by the existing literature. For example, a simple PubMed search indicates a number of highly relevant studies that aren't discussed or considered in the present manuscript (https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=%22physical+activity% 22+and+%22afterschool+programs%22).
-The analysis section, especially as related to the accelerometer data, is under-developed.
-The implementation monitoring is either incomplete or incompletely described. As currently described (as process evaluation), the investigators will collect little information to inform quality improvement efforts following the main trial. 
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 (Response to reviewer 1"s detailed comments can be found at the end of this letter.)
This is an interesting study with a well outlined process and study design. It is great to see that translation and external validity was considered when developing the intervention. The intervention appears to be very practice relevant and context specific.
-Authors" reply: We appreciate that the reviewer value our aim to develop an intervention in close cooperation with the field of practice and our attempt to present a thorough description of how we did it and how we plan to carry out the study.
The authors have attempted to be very thorough when developing the intervention, however much more explicit detail should occur in the measures to ensure it can be replicated. The intervention is based solely on providing training. It would be useful to justify why training was the only strategy. Is this the only behaviour change technique that has shown potential? or the only one that is feasible? Some further details about other studies and the outcomes they have achieved would assist is justifying you chosen approach.
-Authors" reply: We agree with the reviewer. References to previous studies justifying our approach are lacking. Information is added to the manuscript as requested.
The manuscript needs to be thoroughly reviewed to ensure it reads well. There are significant errors in the language and the switching between past and present tense, which needs to be corrected.
-Authors" reply: The development phase is described in past tense as this has already been carried out (prior to piloting) while the protocol is written in present tense as this is a description of a planned trial. We find it difficult to see how we can solve this elegantly in any other way. The manuscript was edited by a professional copyediting service.
The background does not contain a critique of the literature. There are no other physical activity in after school settings outlined in order to present the limitations of current studies, and position this study as addressing current limitations. The abstract should be revised to include this -Authors" reply: We agree. Information is added to the background. However, the word limit makes it difficult to elaborate on previous research in the abstract.
The methods for the primary outcome need much more detail. Please refer to the CONSORT statement and ensure you mention and address the required steps. The wear time protocol needs to be detailed along with if the accelerometer was worn only for the ASP or whole day. What is the primary outcome?? minutes MVPA, counts per minute?? this is very unclear.
-Authors" reply: The primary outcome is described in more detail as requested.
-Authors" reply: Information is added to methods in the measures-, sampling-and analysis sections.
-Authors" reply: Again, we thank reviewer 1 for appreciating our effort to develop an intervention originating from practice.
Reviewer: 2
The authors present the study design for a cluster, randomized trial of physical activity (PA) support in after school programs (ASPs). While the paper is well written and effective in outlining the future trial, a few details are missing that would greatly strengthen the report. Specifically; -The literature review appears to be substantially lacking. As a result, the strategies to be utilized to increase PA opportunities and youth MVPA aren't clear or justified by the existing literature. For example, a simple PubMed search indicates a number of highly relevant studies that aren't discussed or considered in the present manuscript -Authors" response: See reply to reviewer 1 above. Several relevant studies are now included in background. We agree with reviewer 2"s comments and are thankful for the suggestions.
The analysis section, especially as related to the accelerometer data, is under-developed.
-Authors" response: See reply to reviewer 1.
The implementation monitoring is either incomplete or incompletely described. As currently described (as process evaluation), the investigators will collect little information to inform quality improvement efforts following the main trial. A number of examples exist in the literature to guide the authors.
-Author" response: We appreciate the remarks on improvement of descriptions of the process evaluation. Information and a reference is added to the methods section under "measures".
-----------On behalf of my coauthors and myself, thank you once again for your positive reply. Yours sincerely, Kirsti Riiser
Response to Reviewer 1"s specific peer review comments, please see below.
abstract 5 This sentence does not read well. Please add the word "adequate" physical activity, to improve readability.
-Authors' reply: Added as requested.
abstract 5-7 The second sentence does not read well. Please improve.
-Authors' reply: The sentence is changed. Background 16 " physical activity play" is this supposed to be "physically active play"? -Authors' reply: "Physical activity play" is the correct term according to this field of research.
Background 50 Change provide to "providing" -Authors' reply: Changed as requested.
Background There is no critique of other after school programs focusing on physical activity to justify your work and outline its contribution to the field. I think an abstract should provide a description of what is already known in the field and where the gaps currently lie.
-Authors' reply: Some sentences and references are added and some are moved from the method section to provide description of what is known.
Aim p. 4, 17 This is described as long term being 1 year here in the aim and 19 months in the abstract? -Authors' reply: We see how this may be confusing. Long-term measurements are made one year after the intervention is finished and 19 months after baseline. This is now clarified in the manuscript.
Methods p. 4, 58 Please reference the other programs referred to -Authors' reply: The program referred to is a program developed in practice, and not (yet) an evidence based previously reported program.
p. 5, 16/ 17 You switch between past and present tense. Please review manuscript.
-Authors' reply: The development phase is described in past tense as this has already been carried out (prior to piloting) while the rest is written in present tense as this is a description of a planned study. We find it difficult to see how we can do this in any other way. Age of participants, why first grade -Authors' reply: A sentence about the sample and age is added.
Study design p. 7, 42 Do you mean the primary outcome is compared to controls?
